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INTRODUCTION 


Those views which involve emotion pose problems of a different nature 
than others for any of the three levels of government. It is abundantly clear to this 
committee that censorship review is an area involving emotion. Separating emotional 
thinking from logical and practical thinking has been a difficult task for the nine 
members of the Committee over the past six months. It can be truly said that every 
one of us would like to rid Alberta of degrading filth and junk, examples of which 
we have seen in the course of our work on this committee. It is essential for the 
people of Alberta to understand that as the Federal Government has passed legisla- 
tion in the Criminal Code covering obscene material, there is very little legislation 
that a provincial government can validly pass in the same field. 


The recommendations of this committee, therefore, are designed to place 
the onus on the producers, distributors and exhibitors to comply with the law of the 
land. 


The Committee must consider very seriously the fact that almost every 
submission received wanted protection for our young people from that which 
degrades and dehumanizes. We must reiterate: the responsibility must fall on the 
parents and the public at large, by their own example to give guidance to our young 
people. The Government’s responsibility is to set regulations and to see that they are 
strictly enforced. 


In essence, what we are saying is: the industry cannot have their cake and 
eat it too — neither can the general public, which is sharply divided on the issue of 
censorship. Both must share with the Provincial Government accountability for the 
direction today’s society is taking. 


In the light of this thinking, and of other studies, the Select Committee on 
Censorship Review presents the following recommendations: 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 


The Select Committee reports the following recommendations: 


1. The Censor Board, as now constituted in the Province of Alberta, be replaced 
forthwith and a new Classification Board be established in its place. This Board will 
neither cut nor reject any film. The showing of objectionable films would be 
controlled by enforcement of the Criminal Code. 


2. The Advisory Board on Objectionable Publications, which has advisory capa- 
city only, should be disbanded. Further study should be given to regulations 
requiring the displaying and selling of the more salicious books, magazines and 
publications in separate facilities. 


3. The Classification Board should consist of five members. 


4. \It is recommended that the Board take into consideration that one member 
hold a degree in psychiatry or criminology, and that one member be knowledgeable 
in the field of film production. 


5. It is recommended that all films, including those of film societies, must be 
reviewed by the Classification Board prior to being shown to the public, excepting 
Only education films shown by educational institutions. It is further recommended 
that films be viewed by teams of three Board members. 


_ 6. It is recommended that children under three years of age be permitted to 
TY accompany parents to theatres showing films of all classifications. 


_ 7. All forms of advertising of films including newspapers, television, radio, bill- 
: boards, and marquees must be approved by the Classification Board prior to use. 


8. The Committee recognizes that advertising in newspaper, billboard, marquee, 
and television reaches all sections of the population. It therefore recommends 
restraint and suggests raising standards by omitting sensational elements with respect 
to sex and violence. Advertising will be strictly controlled by the Board with 
+ substantial fines recommended for infractions. Visas will not be given to advertising 
material unless the text and illustrations conform exactly to the general theme of 
the film. This rules out illustrations or texts which emphasize an isolated episode of 
the film rather than its overall theme. 


Rules 


a. AXll advertising submitted to the Board must clearly indicate the 
classification category in a prominent manner. 


b. All advertising must caution the viewer that: ‘This film may be 
offensive to some by reason of one or more of the following: language, emphasis on 
sex, violence, in accordance with the Review Board decision.” 


9. All exhibitors must display category cards as supplied by the Board. This card 
to be prominantly displayed at the exhibitor’s selling wicket(s). 


RESTRICTED ADULT “X” 18 yrs. ADULT 14 yrs. 


10. Four Classifications are recommended: 


1. General — For all 

2. Adult — 14 years and over 

3. Restricted Adult — 18 years and over 

4. Restricted Adult ‘’X’’ — 18 years and over. 


11. It is recommended that admittance of a person to a film contrary to its age 
stipulations will constitute an offence subject to a substantial fine. The offender 
who gains such admittance will also be subject to a substantial fine. 


12. To assist theatre owners in carrying out the age restriction regulations a card 
with photo and proof of age must be produced on request. Alberta Liquor Control 
Board cards acceptable. 


13. We recommend that a distributor may have the privilege of requesting the 
Board for a change of category. If the distributor wishes to make cuts which would 
be acceptable to the Board for a category change, then the distributor may make the 
cuts and return the film to the Board for a second review at half the regular fee. 


14. It is recommended that the enlarged Classification Board be charged with the 
duty of making a member or members available to assist the public on request in 
keeping informed on the workings of the Board, through speaking engagements to 
interested groups and organizations, and also prompt response to telephone and mail 
requests for information. Files should keep records of such requests for the benefit 
of the Board and the Minister. 


15. It is recommended that a separate viewing room be made available for media 
reviewers, at the time of classification. Each interested firm would provide the Board 
with the name of its selected representative. 


16. In order that the public may have the advantage of media reviews in advance of 
the showing of a film in their area, it is recommended that an interval of one week 
be provided between classifying and showing of films. 


17. It is recommended that an immediate start be made on a research information 
library. A first step, it is suggested, should be the gathering of all research and 
reports presently available. 


18. The Committee recommends that the classification Board work closely with all 
Canadian film producers with a view to giving every possible assistance and en- 
couragement to the Canadian Film Industry. 


CONCERNS EXPRESSED BY THE ALBERTA PUBLIC 


The Committee received 86 submissions from individuals. Of these 45 
favored abolishing censorship and 41 favored retaining or tightening censorship. A 
few of these submissions had multiple signatures bring the total signers to 178. Of 
these 94 wanted censorship absolished and 84 wanted to retain or tighten censor- 
ship. 


Submissions were also received from 13 groups. Of these 5 favored 
abolishing censorship and 6 favored retaining or tightening censorship. Two groups 
did not make any recommendations as to film censorship but expressed their 
concern with pornography. 


A large majority of the people concerned enough to submit their views to 
this committee, which as can be seen is a small fraction of our total adult 
population, want a classification system of movies shown in Alberta. Many of these 
requested strict controls on advertising and quite a number felt more reviews would 
be helpful. 


“Although | am against censorship for adults, | do not snear at those who 
_are sincerely offended by public display of nudity. In the case of advertising these 
people are entitled to the same freedom of choice’, said Mr. Baldwin, a doctor of 
philosophy. 


About 40% favoring censorship specifically requested protection from 
those who exploit sexual depravity, violence and brutality for financial gain. ‘‘We 
should not be entirely at the mercy of film producers whose main motive is 
financial’ said Robertscn-Wesley United Church study group. 


Nearly all the submissions state that youth should be protected from 
undue violence, abnormal sex and foul language, and many included television in 
this regard. 


Mr. William Baron, prior to 1970 actively engaged in the operation of 
several large theatres in Calgary, who continues to make a practice of viewing films 
here and in the U.S.A., stated in his submission, “‘Statistics indicate that young 
people under 25 constitute about 75% of the average theatrical audience, conse- 
quently | am concerned that the present laxity in censorship may be having a 
deleterious effect upon impressionable young people”’. 


A letter from a family in Southern Alberta commented “If the picture is 
not fit for youngsters, it is not fit for adults’. 


Many submissions suggest that protecting the young should be the respon- 
sibility of parents. A number of submissions felt as Mrs. Fagnan of St. Paul that it is 
“Unrealistic to think that penalties will stop minors from getting into theatres”. 
Trailer type ads for violent movies shown on television during youngsters’ 
programs were frequently protested. Many submissions said that movies should 
entertain, and there was a need for more films suitable for the whole family. 


Two points made by Mrs. Michaels of Calgary ‘‘That people are becoming 
hardened to violence by today’s movies and that children have to cope with so many 
evil influences with so little to guide them towards the good’’, were made often in 
other submissions. 


U 


Many who wish to abolish censorship would make classification more 
meaningful and expressed the opinion that “‘the best protection against pernicious 
production is through home and society to foster discernment and good taste”’ a 
position stated in a submission by Florence Miller of Edmonton with 26 signers 


from city and district. 


LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE ON CENSORSHIP 


History and Background Information 


On April 10, 1972, a select Committee of this Assembly was established 
consisting of the following members: 


Chairman: Ernie Jamison 
Members: Hon. Mervin Leitch (Attorney General) 
Frank Appleby 
John Ashton 
Arthur Dixon 
Alison Fluker 
Doug Miller 
Bill Purdy 
Ralph Sorenson 


with instructions: 


(a) to review in all its forms the existing Alberta Legislation and 

practices related to censorship, and 
_(b) to examine generally the policies and principles underlying such 

legislation and practices, and 

(c) to make such recommendations regarding the future of censorship in 
Alberta as the Committee deems necessary, and 

(d) to receive representations and submissions at such times and places 
and in such form as it deems advisable, 

(e) to meet at the call of the Chairman and submit its report and 
recommendations prior to November 15th, 1972. 


The Committee held an organizational meeting following the sitting of the 
Legislature on June 3, 1972. At this meeting, it was agreed by the Committee to 
inform the public of Alberta by advertising that written submissions on Censorship, 
as it exists in Alberta today, would be invited by any group and/or individuals. The 
advertising stated that written submissions were to be in not later than August 22, 
1972. However, many submissions did not meet this deadline. Nevertheless, the 
Committee accepted all submissions after that date, and material and points made in 
these have been considered in this report. Advertising appeared in all daily and 
weekly newspapers throughout the province between the period June 17, 1972 and 
June 22, 1972. A further advertisement appeared in all daily newspapers the week of 
August 5, 1972. 


The Committee held a number of meetings during June, July and August 
and interviewed the chairman and members of the Alberta Censor Board, chairman 
and members of the Objectionable Literature Committee, and engaged the services 
of a research firm to accumulate reference material on obscenity, pornography, 
censorship and related issues. A copy of their report is appended to the Committee 
report. 


During the week of September 10 — 16, the Committee split into two 
groups for the purpose of visiting the Film Censor/Classification Boards in the 
different provinces. John Ashton, M.L.A. headed one group and met with the 
Boards of B.C., Saskatchewan, Manitoba and New Brunswick while the second group 
headed by Ernie Jamison met with the Boards of Nova Scotia, Quebec and Ontario. 
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Questions asked of the other Boards included: 


a) Composition of Board, the number and how they operate. The size 
and type of premises, and the equipment they have to work with. 

b) Terms of Reference Board works with in classifying or censoring 
films. 

c) Appeal procedures 

d)  Drive-|n Theatres 

e) Pornographic Publications 

f) |Research Facilities 

g) Methods of Licensing 

h) Canada Wide Board 

i) Television 

i) Advertising 

k) Media Reviews 
and many other related matters 


Public hearings were held in Edmonton and Calgary on October 11 and 
12, 1972 at which time the Public was invited to listen to the presentations of 
submissions prepared by concerned citizens and associations. Twenty-five oral sub- 
missions were heard by the Committee. A question period followed each oral 
submission. 


As of October 27, the Committee received 118 written submissions. 
However, total signatures on submissions from one to ten, to twenty, to fifty. 
Groups claimed to represent up to 2,000 and the Mormon Church submission 
claimed to represent 31,000 adherents. 


After consideration of the written and oral submissions, together with the 
resource and research material we secured, the Committee met and reached a 
concensus as to recomendations for revision to the Amusements Acct. 


It might be noted that all members of the Committee attended most 
meetings and all were in attendance at Canada-wide provincial meetings. This report, 
therefore, reflects the views and opinions of the entire Committee. 


Present Operation of the Alberta Censor Board 


The Board itself is composed of three persons, of whom one is Chairman. 
The Board presently falls within purview of the Honourable, the Minister of Culture, 
Youth and Recreation, and operates under the authority of the Provincial Amuse- 
ments Act and Regulations thereunder. The Act requires that all motion picture 
films intended for public showing must first be submitted to the Board for classi- 
fication. Apart from those instances when the Board rejects a film outright, there are 
four classifications. 


The first of these is ‘“Family’’, and films placed in this category are, in the 
opinion of the Board, suitable for children and may be viewed by them at the 
theatre unaccompanied by a parent or guardian. 


The second category is defined as ‘‘Adult’’, and admission to all films so. 
classified is curtailed to persons sixteen years of age and over unless accompanied by 
a parent or guardian. 


The third category is named, ‘‘Adult — not suitable for children’’. Warning 
to the parent that the nature of the film content is such that it is only suitable for 
the more mature adolescent. 


The fourth category is named, ‘’Restricted Adult’’, and no person under 
the age of 18 is permitted admission. Restricted Adult films were not allowed in 
drive-in theatres until July, 1972. The same regulations apply in both drive-in and 
indoor theatres at this point in time. 


Alberta, as most other provinces, gives the right to the distributor to 
appeal the decision of the Board with regard to banning or cutting. In the case of 
banning, or unwanted cuts, an appeal must be made within 30 days of the written 
notification to the distributor that the film has been condemned. When the distribu- 
tor launches an appeal, it is heard through an entirely separate three-member panel 
appointed by the Minister. Members of the appeal board are drawn from citizens in 
all walks of life. The majority opinion of this appeal board is final and a rejected 
film is not allowed for re-submission for a period of two years. 


In the period from January 1, 1971, until August 31, 1972, there was a 
total of 33 first-print feature films condemned by the Board, and 221 eliminations 
made from 75 first-print feature films. A Board of Appeal was convened on 8 
occasions by the Minister at the request of the distributor and 4 appeals were 
upheld. The decision of the Censor Board with respect to the remaining 25° 
condemned features was not appealed. 


Few changes have been made in the Amustments Act with respect to 
censorship of moving pictures since it came into being and no changes in the 
“‘Guidelines’” since 1947. 


Prior to 1964, films were classified in two categories: Family and Adult. 
That year, a Restricted Adult category was added. 


CONCERNS OF THE INDUSTRY 


1. Melvin Friedman, representing Motion Picture Theatre Association of Alberta: 


Mr. Friedman would have complaints go first to a censorship board 
rather than the courts. He also said exhibitors do not have the training, 
knowledge, or experience to determine whether or not a film infringes obsceni- 
ty laws. Therefore theatres are entitled to guidance of a censorship board. 

It was pointed out to Mr. Friedman at the public hearings that the 
censorship board does not have the authority to determine whether or not a 
film is in breach of the Criminal Code. 


2. Calgary Film Board — Bellevue Film Distributors — Mr. Zelickson: 


Mr. Zeilickson would like an inspection board similar to that in 
British Columbia. He would allow some cuts with the permission of the 
producer. Recommends a caption to indicate language, sex, and violence. 


3. Provincial News — Alberta Periodical and Paperback Wholesalers: 


(1) Recommend retaining advisory committee on objectionable publica- 
tions established in 1954. 


(2) They said they are not equipped or culturally qualified to make value 
judgments on quality or content of any particular publication. 
(3) Would like a common definition of ‘‘obscene”’ across Canada. 


Harry’s News — Mr. and Mrs. C. Poli: 


(1) Current censorship laws are too severe and not applied consistently 
in the Province. 

(2) Stated people who enjoy this type of reading will procure it whether 
legal or not, but under-counter sales could capitalize on the law of supply and 
demand. 

(3) Would open an ‘‘adults only’’ shop where only people over 18 would 
be allowed, if requested. 


Billy’s News, Calgary: 


(1) Want censorship abolished. 

(2) Any material which could not be obtained over the table would be 
obtained underground. 

(3) Requested a definition of word, ‘‘obscene”’. 

(4) Could be a separate section for adult reading where no one under 21 
is allowed. 


CONCERNS OF FILM SOCIETIES 


Edmonton Film Society: 


Claim 2,000 memberships. 

Want censorship of films shown to the society abolished. 

Want film societies, which they said are study groups and non-profit 
organizations, to come under the education section of the Amusements Act, 
which would exempt them from censorship. 

Want specific treatment for non-commercial film users under the 
Amusements Act. 


Calgary Film Society: 


Claim over 2,000 members. 

Want censorship abolished and replaced by classification. 

Pointed out that Alberta is only province in Canada where film 
societies are subject to restrictive censorship and censorship fees, and said the 
Province may be unique in this respect in the western world. 

Request the same freedom in Alberta as they enjoy in every other 
province in Canada. 


National Film Theatre of Edmonton: 


Want exemption from censorship. 

Want special category under Act. 

It was pointed out at hearing that film societies are subject to federal 
laws and province has no authority in this area. 
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POSITIONS OF SEVEN OTHER PROVINCES VISITED 


British Columbia 


Called ‘’Classification Board’’ however, they do some cutting. Categories 
used are: General, Adult, Restricted Adult, and are presently recommending an 
“XX” category, with only one theatre allowed to show “’X”’ films. They are further 
recommending lowering the Restircted age limit to 16. The Board is presently 
composed of two members and have requested an increase to three. 

The Board censors newspaper advertising. It does not favor teams of 
viewers. Board does theatre inspections. An appeal Board hears appeals from 
decisions when a film is rejected. Pornographic literature is not the responsibility of 
the Classification Board nor is television showing. 


Saskatchewan 


Called Classification Board. However, it banned seven films in 1971. The 
Board checks advertising. Categories used are General, Adult, Restricted Adult and 
Special ‘’X’’. There is an appeal Board whose duties do not normally involve viewing 
more than three films yearly. All censorship of literature is handled through the 
Attorney-General’s department. Special ““X” is not restricted to any one theatre. 


Manitoba 


Called Classification Board under Department of Tourism and Recreation. 
Under the new act which came into effect in August 1972, a Board composed of 
fifteen members divided into five teams of three was set up. The Board classifies 
films into the following categories: General, Adult, Restricted, and Restricted ‘’X”’. 
There is an appeal board where distributors may appeal classification board deci- 
sions. The Board is permitted to buy newspaper space to list films by category and 
to accompany such listings by suitable captions. 


Ontario 


Called Classification Board. Composed of seven members. Appeals from 
Board’s decision go to a County Judge. Board will do cuts with written permission 
from the distributor. They advocate a Canada-wide Classification Board. The 
Ontario board informed the Committee that they do more cutting than any other 
Province and pointed out that Alberta and other Provinces are, in fact, receiving 
many films pre-cut by the Ontario Board, and not complete films. Restricted Adult 
films allowed in Drive-Ins and ‘Children in Arms’’ are admitted. The Ontario 
Chairman would not favor allowing Media Reviewers to view films at the time of 
classification. 


Quebec 


The name of the Quebec board is the Cinema Advisory Board of Quebec 
and has seven members, all of whom are professional people with a relevant degree 
from a recognized university. Films are classified in three categories — For all, Age 
14, Age 18. Only “For All” films are allowed in Drive-Ins. Quebec has a comprehen- 
sive Library of some 35,000 books. Another room holds magazines and periodicals. 
Facilities include a theatre and a museum. The Board carries out and hires continu- 
ing research projects. They do not audit pornographic magazines. All advertising in 
captions must be approved by the Board. 


New Brunswick 


New Brunswick Film Classification Board operates under the Provincial 
Secretary. There are six members. Three films were banned. in New Brunswick last 
year and many were approved with eliminations. Categories are: General, Adult not 
suitable for children under 16, Restricted — no one under 18 unless accompanied by 
parent or guardian. Advertising at theatres is checked closely. They review in two 
panels of three. A distributor may appeal to the whole Board to review the film for 
re-consideration. Film Societies show films that are approved by the Board. No 
responsibility for pornographic literature. The Board’s Director does speaking en- 
gagements throughout the Province. \ 


Nova Scotia 


Amusements Regulation Board consists of three members, all civil ser- 
vants. Appeal right is to the cabinet. Three categories — General, Adult, Restricted. 
Adult does not allow anyone under the age of 14 unless accompanied by a parent or 
guardian. Restricted means no one under the age of 18. Any pre-schooler is allowed 
with parents at a restricted category at both Drive-Ins and Indoor theatres. Com- 
mencing September 7, 1972, one theatre has been given the right to show films that 
have been rejected by the Board. In 1971, three films were cut and seven were 
banned out of a viewing of 345 films. 


THE END (From Submission Acknowledgments) 


The Committee gratefully acknowledges the assistance of all who sent in submissions 
and appeared at the hearings, many of whom included with their submission, good 
research material. All of the submissions will be retained on file for the information 
of the Alberta Board. 


Respectfully submitted, 


Hon. Mr. M. Leitch 
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